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Mr. Gordie Blum
Community Involvement Coordinator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 5 - Office of Public Affeiir
Community Involvement Section
77 West Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590 EPA Region 5 Records Ctr.

207124
Bv Facsimile and Personal Dfelhrarv

R«: L*«z Oil of Lcmorrt, Illinok

Dear VIr Blum:

The following comments afle respectfully submitted' on behalf of RAI, Inc.,
formerly known as Ringier America, Inc.j JCRI, Infi,, forrcqerly known as Krueger
Ringier, Inc.,; Krueger Pontiac, In ,̂; Chicago KotqipTint; arid W.R Hall Company
(collectively referred to as the "Qjttffiienting PartijJii''); afi 0f whom have been
identif ied as potentially responsiijtfe-parties ("PRPs'') undeir the provisions of the
Comprehensive Environmental JUeponse, Comperiyiation, and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA). 42 U.S.C. § 9601, as amended, for a portfcm of t|» response costs
associated with the Lenz Oil of Ldrtont, Illinois, Superfund Site (the "Site").

These comments are made tjn. response to thfe proposed plan of cleanup for
the Site which the United States Environmental Protection Agency (the "EPA")
issued on July 30, 1998 (the *Plan"^ These commtflb wet* solicited by the Agency
and are being submitted within thft comment perk» extended by the Agency to
include comments received by 5:00p.m./ c.d,t., Septl&nber t6, 1998.

These comments are being admitted as a sttppleftW&ht to those comments
which are being submitted by Mr, Alan Bielawski oft behatf of a number of PRPs
w h i r h include the Commenting Parties
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1 Proposed Alternative 9A Does Not Materially R«face Health Risks.

In the Plan, the EPA proposes selection of Alternative 9 A at a cost of $
12,500,000 and has rejected the &£ Group's reisi»nm«ttdjition of Alternative 2 with
its projected cost of $ 6,900>OQO 0$ grounds that the risk*posed by the Site are
'unacceptable" and not sufficiert&y addressed by Alternative 2. Yet the EPA in
making this determination provfeles no credible evident* nor data in support.

In the Plan, the EPA refers to a Baseline Riak Ajwfiament Study, included
within the Remedial Inveatigattoh and Feasibility:Study, tvhich it caused to be
conducted in order to determine |b* appropriatefuws o£&« remedy. However, the
Rbk Assessment Study wa» fkw%dJfrom its inception. Although the study was
conducted in 1993, the inf0rmat$|tt upon which _|t relte$;iavolved conditions as
the>- existed before the IBPA's remedial activity ifc 1987, jirhich brought municipal
drinking water to all citizens pG&tii»Uy affected $iy the Site's conditions.
Furthermore, the Baseline Risk Assessment Study's co*«it»ior» were flawed
through the use of improper assumptions. The Commwrtmg Parties make specific
reference to the EPA's direction t$ the PRPs that^e EPA-l own guidelines relative
to the calculation of the natural vtlatteatiofi of VOCs b0 ignored and that the PRPs
be required to assume, without svteport, that volatizatioit of all VOCs at the Site
would occur within a seven day period. If this vbiatizafciQti number is accurate,
which it is not, then the EPA's p&posed remedy Altetniiive 9A, which involves
excavation, would appear to create the precise rifk of volatization that the remedy is
purpor ted ly designed to prevent.

The EPA haa referred to risks associated yjj&i the movement of chemicals
into the Desplaines River in ord«Hoi support setefitton of Alternative 9A. Yet it has
conceded at the public comment Staring held onV^sgust J7,1998, as supported by
data obtained in the remedial inVlptiganon study, (jhat ch*inical» from the LNAPL
are not leaching into the sumjundJna gioundwattir, In aiJijition, the EPA has
conceded that the LNAPL to immobile and not lilqpiy to mach the Desplaines River,
or, if i t did reach the river, mat thi level of contammatkti at that time would meet
current environmental standards,

. . i f
While the EPA mentions as|t*l contamination in grbundwater as a potentiall

add i t iona l justification for selecting Alternative 9fy it correctly concludes that
metals are not the primary subject<rf concern at tbaSite. Ift any tvent, the EPA has
concluded that "it is not likely that'tHese metals wpuM ppM a risk to the river due to
their low levels." Indeed, the inve^gatory study d^monaitiltes, and the EPA and
IEPA have conceded, that there is ^w>> or at best a Btmute, contarniriant plume and
that if any such plume does exist, ft also is effecttwi&y not BJiobile. Furthermore, the
EPA hai. acknowledged that the tests which suppoft the rt^lrence to metal
con elimination were flawed since fattiest samples **ere negJigently contaminated
through improper sampling techniques.



The EPA states that "risk assessment results indicate" that risks posed by the
LA'APL through skin contact, ingfcstion, and breathing are significant. However, the
EPA also has admitted that no study was conducted to evaluate these risks. The
Commenting Parties would notf that while th« levels oi contamination within the
LNAPL are high such that an in&pendent study of the LNAPL may not be
warranted, nevertheless,, in order to pose a threat to health or the environment a
reasonable pathway of exposure must exist to create the nsk. Under current
conditions and under those proposed under Alternative 2, no such pathways of
exposure would exist. In contraat, the proposed tttmedy atf Alternative 9A creates a
risk of potential exposure to workers in the vicmfty of the Site through excavation.

The EPA has not responded, to the PRP Group's analysis demonstrating that
an updated risk evaluation show* that ail risks of exposure, other than that of an
individual hypothetical^ drinkif* LNAPL from a well Wwiy created on the Site,
nn longer exceeds unacceptable fj&levels, that if, oirrdW risks have a hazard index
of 1 and a cancer risk range well Vrithin acceptable levels. It is difficult to
hypothesize a scenario in which a.ptrson would act in sudh a way as to drink
l.NAPL. However, even assuming for the sake oi arguiwsnt that a person would
choose to drink or use the INAPt^ me EPA fails to expiaifo why institutional
controls would be inadequate to fjirwvent this rislC All residents near or on the Site
have fresh municipal water available for drinking and Uv^Ustrial use. There is no
reed for on-site well water usage, Furthermore, afi exiattfig wells/ not installed for
EPA monitoring use, have been Clipped or filled. Legal nj|trictions would prevent
installation of rouge wells irt the ftnJikely event that any person could conceivably
wish to install and use such wells* In any event, I complete cessation of the risk
could be obtained by removal of dsU residents frotft the Sit* and the permanent
prevention of on-site trespassing <3* use. While the BPA ha« questioned the "long
term viability" of institutional refitktiona, there 1st no spfCLfic reason given why
such protections would not prove luccessruJ. In aiiriy eveni the EPA's questioning of
the effectiveness of long term inst&utional controls is inconsistent with the EPA's
own adoption of such permanent controls within fee context of the Plan.

The failure of the EPAto eXffc&in the rationale for its action is particularly
troublesome in light of the fact thi$ the risk posed Jjy on-tfte ingestion of
contaminated LNAPL is the sam«r&r purposes ol humaRihealm, whether the
contamination is 2" thick, as suggested by the EPA> or 1 millimeter thick. In other
words, unless substantially more ti(urn 99% of the XNAPl. contamination is
removed, the same relative risk to health will result. The EJPA's own guidance
acknowledges this fact as consistent with its expettatxe with LNAPL removal in
numerous other sites across the ration. See Ruli» of Tktfptb for $uperfund
Remedy Selection, USEPA Guidanfl| August 1997. ^ Given iSttrrent Site conditions, it
is h ighly improbable that any rei»g$ttal scenario wfH reaull in removal of more than
901:',. of the LNAPL at the Site. Th*;«i«t effect of trdjrrealisflc asseaament of removal
technology is that selection of Alternative 9A will t»ve n^improved effect on
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human health. If a risk exists, the risk will remain with or without excavation of
the LNAPL in light of the levels at which the LNAPL can be realistically removed
Reduction of the threat of exposure is achieved not by excavation but by
institutional restriction and by prevention of horizontal movement of the LNAPL.
Both of these goals are achieved by Alternative 2. To select Alternative 9A, which
has no reasonable likelihood favorably to effect human health and the
environment and which is nearly 100% more costly than the proposed Alternative
2, is unwarranted.

2. The Proposed Plan Fails To ttmove And Exacerbate* The Principal Threat.

The contaminants present in the LNAPL which constitute the "principal
threat" to human health at the Sit« are PCBs and PAHs. The results of the Remedial
Investigation Study conclusively ,i?etablish that whiie present at the Site, the oil,
metals, and VOCs are not substaMlialiy threatenMg to human health. The Baseline
Risk Assessment Study on which Ifhe EPA relies, as well as subsequent
recalculations of risk, demoflatrat(S» mat it is the presence of PCBs and PAHs which
create the risk which arguably ramires remedial treatment at the Site. Since PCBs
and PAHs are found only within the LNAPL at m* Site, tfce EPA has correctly
concluded that, if anything Is a thiwt at the Site, the LNAFL is the "principal
threat."

However, the Plan fails to address the presence of a column of LNAPL located
w i t h i n the area previously backfilled and incinerated by iJie IEPA which contain
high levels of PCBs and PAHs an4 ate in contact With graundwater in a manner
identical to that in the area of concern. This failure to address and remediate these
other areas which pose the same iluteat to human health Creates a serious question
concerning whether the Plan will substantially contribute towards an improvement
to human health and the environment As discussed above, the continuing
presence of the LNAPL in the column of contamination, if the EPA's assumptions
tire true, would pose the same risk to human health and the environment as the
larger area of LNAPL presence. Migration, if it is ateumed to occur, would similarly
occur The potential of using the wells drilled within the column of contamination
also would be presented if instirutidnal controls areconsidered to be suspect by the
EPA Neither Alternative 9A nor 10 nor 11 addrcs* this issue. In contrast, proposed
Alternat ive 2 does address this iaaife by permanency preventing movement of
LNAPL not only from the locationSouth /Southwest of th* Site, but from the
column of contamination as well. As a result, Alternative 1 is more protective of
human health and the environment than the proposed remedy of Alternative 9A.

In discussing the effectivenei* of the Plan, the EPA acknowledges that the
LNAPL may technically be unable to be removed from the fissures and crevices of
K-drock in which it is believed to h*ve migrated. Thus, at the most optimistic
scenario, no more than 95% of the LNAPL present on Site would be removed by the
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proposed remedy, or by atty rerikedy involving «teava1$$i. The EPA has not
assessed what risk would remain should only 9&#5% of the current LNAPL be
removed Indeed because there 1* tangential evidence in the Remedial
Investigation Study that LNAPtr«ay remain In j$ie bedijeck underlying the area of
the Site that had been preriousrjf tacavated by tfo IEPA> there & no indication that
any sizable reduction in "risk" ifl&ttld result froarthe F5s|l. If LNAPL is the source
of contamination, LNAPL will Bttnain unjder the^Altereajtive 9A scenario offered by
the EPA. The EPA's assu»ptio*i$fcat a re^uctk^in c?U*ntlty of contaminant
equates, in a linear relatioflship/ J^an equal redul^n of ri»k i» unsupported by the
facts, is unsupported by tfo sdea&Ac data accu»8^tedi(lthe Site, and Is, most
importantly, unsupported, by theBPA's own expsi*erice ifith the removal and
treatment of LNAPL in bedtock. |n light of the figure <tfT|fee riak, PCBs and PAHs
present in LNAPL located ia fraclttred bedrock, jfcftely Ji&idng ihe quantity of the
contaminant does not equate to aTiieducnon of riijt to huftian health.

(••'•- •',
The proper approach to Sl^ionditions wt^fld be *6 prevent any further

movement of the LNAPL ftotn t^ current k>cati^ PwjK^eed Alternative 2
accomplishes this task by placement of a collection trenqt directiiy in the potential
path of potential LNAPL migratk|fi. It should be noted iiwt the BPA conceded in the
public hearing that the LN^tfL feiiitttionary and immobile. The LNAPL
contaminants are not leaching or jiartitionihg to g^oundwater. Lateral traps to
collect, contain, and remove reaNttttil LNAPL would rew^t in permanent
entrapment of any suspected contaminants, Tru "̂:|£|«x>(ii4* is cc*t*effective and
achieves the same, if not a better, :ttvel of risk redaction ttjiari the proposed
alternative.

In contrast, Alternative 9A**ould have adlWN'Be ejects on the environment
and would be overly intrusive on local concerns. -Jllhe Rl jftdicated that surface soils,
tho.se within the top 4-6 feet of thf Site, are relatiV^y rrtsy^ cwnterninanon. By
exp, -svng the subsurface soil* to tfj|i air/ the proposal remedy increases the
inhalation, contact and ingeajtiort treats which ar4lheaiii:i» be reduced by the Plan.
Increasing the threat to workers id '$& automobiilf wrecjcft^; plaftts surrounding the
Site who would not be moved during Site remeditijbn, a^f^ell a* the disruption of
the traffic patterns of surn>Mftding|*feines8es/ andillie potdpitial exposure to PCBs
and PAHs to the general public m^^ates against itemedf involving excavation.

Both Alternative 2, 10 and 11 achieve the sftJQtke redaction in risk to the
environment and health but withtttft the dejeterio^f efrecfi» of Afternative 9A. The
only distinction is that 9A miry a«|iftjly achieve aifetfiuetiiwi in cUaxtaminant
volume in a shorter time frame. IJDwever/ redu<ji|jj coiSSJUillrxaitt volume in a
shorter time frame, while increasing the short teril^isk to!- health without any
measurable long term health improvement does ml trans|Bte into a total reduction
in the actual exposure risk. To the <«intrary, as thefff demirierrateiL both
Alternativeb 2, 10, 11 and 9A reduijl the aggregate cjuantuttl of risit in the same
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am (Hint Indeed, since Alternative 2 deals with the potential of LNAPL presence
which may be potentially in bedrock that cannot be excavated, Alternative 2 is more
protective of health. Risk, as applied to this Site, is not time sensitive.

Moreover, Alternative 2 doe* represent an extremely sizable reduction of cost
d r the Site; a reduction of over 50%. Since the Agency has indicated an inclination
to engage in the use of implementing alternative remedies through an Explanation
of Significant Differences process by potentially using Alternatives 10 and 11, the
EPA does not explain why such a |>Mcess cannot be used within the context of
selecting Alternative 2 as the preferred remedy with Alternatives 9 A, 10 and 11 as
options if Alternative 2 demonstrate that it is not reducing risk to health at an
acceptable rate. Such a tiered approach, already adopted In concept by the EPA,
would have the benefit of being coat effective and returns the EPA's focus to the
reduction of the quantum of risk as opposed to its current focus on the reduction of
t h t • q u a n t i t y of the contaminant Bfiedium.

3. Conclusion

The Commenting Parties would note that the Plan represents no more than
EPA's recommendation for the completion of the remedial activity which the
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (EEPA) committed to undertake in a
Record of Decision issued on January 17,1986 (RO0). According to the ROD, the
FEFA in 1986 committed to source removal of contaminants from the Site which
included both contaminated soils and sludges. Th* IEPA also committed to install a
cnp to prevent water infiltration and commingling of contaminants with
groundwater, to the installation of a slurry wall of other horizontal barrier designed
to prevent lateral movement of contaminants, and, if necessary, to investigate the
need for groundwater remediation.

Although the IEPA excavated an estimated Jt,000 tons of soil at the Site, the
IEPA tailed to carry out the primary purpose of the ROD — to adequately excavate
soil and sludge contaminants. In particular, IEPA railed to take steps reasonably
necessary to prevent the spread of contaminants from the Site; failed to install a cap
over the Site thereby permitting rainwater and floodwater to permeate the soil
which exacerbated the potential movement of contaminants at the Site; failed to
ins ta l l necessary slurry walls; and failed to remove all source contamination from
the area which it did excavate at the Site. As a result of DBPA's failure to effectuate
the tasks which it had committed to undertake in the ROD, an area of continuing
contamination, at least as significant as that which the EPA. is addressing in the Plan,
remains at the Site and would remain should Alternative 9A be selected.

For the abovementioned reafpns, selecting the proposed Remedial
Alternative 9A is unwarranted and tnerely exacerbates the problems associated with
the past remedial action at the Site. Selection of Alternative 2, with the option of
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proceeding to Alternative 10 or 11 if studies reveal the success of those alternatives,
would be more consistent with EPA policy guidance. Alternative 2 will provide the
same level of risk reduction as the other alternatives, If the EPA is concerned with a
reduction of the quantum of the contaminant medium, Alternatives 10 or 11 —
which are roughly 50% more costtj? that Alternative 2 ~ would achieve that goal.
Such an increase in cost, 50%, may, be warranted in light of the reduction in time of
achieving the remedy that Alternatives 10 and 11 may exhibit. However,
Alternative 9A, which results in MO improved reduction in health risk, increases
short term risks, and is 100% mori* costly should not be selected.

The Commenting Parties appreciate the opportunity afforded for submitting
these comments to the Agency and for the extension of time granted for submitting
the comments. The Commenting Parties join with -the EPA in their concern that
human health and the environment be pl'Otected. The Commenting Parties urge
the EPA to reconsider its positionlthd select Alteltifttive 2; with the option of
selecting Alternatives 10 or 11, not merely because Alternative 2 is less costly, but
because Alternative 2 poses less of a threat to human health and produces a means
by which both the newly identified as well as the old environmental threats to
human health at the Site can be controlled. Such a result cannot be achieved by
Alternative 9A. Alternative 2 should be selected not because it is less costly, but
because i t is more globally effective at controlling Site conditions.

YbufB very truly,

J J J /mt f


